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B. FULL FAITH AND CREDIT REQUIRE THE COURT HONOR THE 
PARTIES "REVISED CHILD SUPPORT AGREEMENT" 
STATEMENT OF CASE 
NATURE OF CASE 
This case involves the appeal from an adverse judgment 
where Carol J. Blackburn ( Moyes ) was barred by the doctorine of 
Equitable Estoppel from obtaining a judment upon her right to 
reimbursement for child support arreages during the period between 
the Decree of Divorce through Februrary, 198 5. The case also 
involves a cross-appeal from an order of the court at a later date 
which modifed the support of respondent by reducing the same from 
$440 per month to $330 per month. Respondent claims the support 
should have been reduced to a lower sum based upon his income, 
modified to the sum agreed by the parties or the written agreement 
given Full Faith and Credit.The judgment rendered should be 
modi f ied accordingly. 
STATEMENT OF FACTS 
In Sept. 1978 the parties were married, discussing 
divorce, and in Oct.1978, they seperated. ( B-2,3) They agreed 
that she would get custody that the kids would stay in the family 
home that he would pay the mortgage.(B- 3,4, 7,5) Support 
negotiations started at $50 then $100 and finally $120 per 
month.(B-5,6,7) Both parties used the lawyer she had obtained in 
Sept. 1978.( B-5 ) Her attorney drafted the seperation agreement 
which both parties signed.( B- 8 ) 
On Dec.18,1978, the court divorced the parties and 
incorporated the seperation agreement of the parties within the 
decree verbatum.(R-6) The seperation agreement provided that as 
child support he would pay (1) $320 mortgage and (2) $120 per 
month to her.( R -20,21 ) The decree provided that support was 
$440 per month.( R-7) The seperation agreement provided that no 
modification or waiver of any of the terms of the agreement shall 
be valid unless in writing and signed by both parties.(R-21) He 
was awarded reasonable and liberal visitat ion.(R-6) 
In April 1979, appellant approached respondent and informed 
him she wanted to sell the home, move to Utah, and attend B.Y.U. 
(B-10,12). He was opposed to her move because he would lose his 
advantages of home ownership and the home was for the children to 
live in near him in Denver. (B- 11). When he told her his reasons 
why he opposed the sale of the home she stated that he would have 
to pay her $120.00 per month and would no longer have to pay the 
$320.00 per month. (B- 12). She was going to reside with her 
mother in Utah. (B- 15). She obtained a realtor, and the real 
property was sold. (B- 16). 
Between April and July 1979, the parties discussed the issues 
of support, his benefits and opposition to the sale of the home 
and its sale. The parties discussed these issues in April, May, 
June and July. (B- 15). In May, she sought an agreement for more 
support than $120.00 per month. He reminded her that the house 
was supposed to be a home for the kids, and she said she could 
provide a home for the kids at her mothers, and he would have to 
pay $120.00 support. He asked her about the future residence of 
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the children because he was not going to be paying her an 
additional $320.00 per month. (B- 17). In June, he again 
described the benefits of home ownership she was asking him to 
forfeit. (B- 25,35 to 3 7 ) . He gave her a document showing these 
benefits dated June 24, 1979. (A-l). Respondent was having a 
difficult time obtaining insurance out of Colo., so they agreed 
that Appellant would pay and he would pay her back the difference. 
(B- 18). In June, Respondent suggested that they go back to 
court. She refused because she was in a hurry to go back to 
school in September 1979. (B-17,L- 23, 18 L-l) The sale closed 
on August 1, 1979. She and the minor children moved to Utah. 
In Jan. 1980, Appellant wrote to Respondent, she stated that 
she had received his check and she though he had agreed to pay 
$200.00 per month but if the payment was to be $120.00 per month 
then she would take the girls as deductions. (A-2). 
In November, 1980, Respondent went to Orem, Utah to visit. 
While there she told him that she would not be returning to Utah 
and she never really planned to do so. (B-20). After he learned 
this and while in Utah, responsentsuggested to appellant that they 
write down their agreements. (B-21). He suggested they both 
prepare drafts and negotiate a final copy. He drafted his.(A-3) 
She did not. He gave her his proposals on Tuesday then she 
drafted typed and presented him with the final on Thursday. She 
handed him the agreement. He questioned her about the automatic 
increases in support. She said take it or leave it. Both parties 
signed it and she presented him with a copy. (B-21-23,A-4,M-31,32) 
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From August, 1979 through November, 1980, Respondent paid 
appellant $120.00 per month each month and reimbursed her for 
insurance. Appellant never demanded the $320.00 per month (B-19 
L-17). After her move to Utah and from the time the Revised Child 
Support Agreement was executed respondent made every payment 
required in 1980, 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984 & 1985. She negotiated 
every check, and after she moved to Utah, the parties never 
discussed the $320.0 per month support figure. (M-38,39,A-5,6,) 
The reason being she had $13,000.00 dollars in her pocket and she 
didn!t need to talk about the $320.00 per month.(M-41,L-8-16). 
The separation agreement of the parties at paragraphs (7) 
provided for reasonable and liberal visitation of the minor 
children by respondent. (R-19). After appellant moved to Utah, 
she never gave respondent visitation on Christmas or Thanksgiving. 
(M-1,12). She refused to allow him visitation every other weekend 
and one day during the week. She gave him very limited 
visitation. (M-4) Respondent reacted to his lack of visitation 
by filing a complaint for visitation. (R-2, 3, 4, 31,34). She 
filed an answer and a counterclaim wherein she requested 
$18,640.00 in child support arrearages which sums represented the 
difference between the amount she had been paid and the sum of 
$440.00 per month mentioned in the decree. (R. 36-43). A final 
pretrial was held on February 26, 1987. The parties at pre-trial 
agreed that estoppel and waiver were defenses to child support. 
(R-56,61). An amended reply to counterclaim and written motion 
seeking the same were submitted the court at trial. (R-59 & 60). 
The trial commended on March 5, and ended on March 6. The 
Court made its oral ruling from the Bench. The court found the 
separation agreement was unclear, so the Colo. Court added a 
paragraph at the end of the decree to indicate child support was 
$440.00 per month. The court concluded that appellant was 
estopped from collecting back child support. The court said, "The 
evidence was clear that the action from the testimony presented 
and from the modification agreement that the intention was that 
she would only collect a hundred twenty a month. He would allow 
her to sell the house. He relied on that. An I think she was 
estopped from collecting back child support. However, I donT t 
think estoppel applies to future payments ....you canTt waive 
future payment, really. They are not her right to waive. They 
belong to the children". The court denied the judgment, and made 
it clear beginning March, 1985, the payment is $440.00, and she 
was estopped from the time of the decree through Feb. 1985. (A-7 
). 
The attorneys argued over the Findings an Conclusions. The 
court signed the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and Order 
which at paragraph two of the Findigs recite findings of estoppel. 
(R-80 ) . 
The trial judge made it clear in his oral ruling from the 
Bench that in order for the chid support to be reduced the 
respondent would need to petition for a reduction (A-7). A 
petition to modify was filed in October, 1985. (R-92) The 
appellant counter claimed seeking a judgment for arrearages since 
March 1, 1985 of $3,960.00 which sum represented the difference 
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between payments made of $170.00 per month and the sum the court 
ordered of $440.00 per month. (R-127). 
The matter was heard and the court made an oral ruling from 
the bench which ruling was reduced to Findings and Conclusion and 
an Order which reduced child support from $440 per month to $330 
per month as of the date of the petition. (R-l56,176,177,178). 
The court made the finding that respondent was unemployed. (R-
176). The record continues in that the parties continued to take 
issues to court; however, no appeal has been filed on further 
orders of the court. (R-303 to end). 
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Tfre lower court did not act clearly erroneously. The record 
supports the Oral Ruling, the Findings, the Conclusions and the 
Order. As detailed herein appellant made many oral and written 
representations to respondent. She by her conduct and her 
representations prevented the respondent from returning to the 
Colo, court. A reasonable person would as respondent did have 
relied upon the representations and conduct as the respondent did. 
His entire position in life has change. He gave up visitation. He 
gave up his investments. These and further changes as detailed 
herein were shnges for the worse. He suffered detriment and c 
ontinues to suffer the same. 
Estoppel can be predicated upon agreements. The Utah Supreme 
court has consistently held that a parties representations may 
give rise to estoppel. There is no authority for appellants 
position to the contrary. 
In Feb. 1985, the lower court reduced child support from $440 
to $330. The lower court failed to consider the statutory 
requirements necessary for a support determination. It did not 
look at the need of the children or the obligee or her ability to 
pay. The record supports a deeper reduction. The terms of the 
parties written agreement should have been adopted. The agreement 
should have been given Full Faith and Credit. This would not have 
violated policy considerations. 
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1. THE LOWER COURT FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER WHEREBY 
APPELLANT WAS ESTOPPED TO COLLECT REIMBURSEMENT FOR PAST 
DUE CHILD SUPPORT ARE NOT CLEARLY ERRONEOUS AND ARE 
SUPPORTED BY THE RECORD. 
Respondent, in support of his position that the trial court 
Findings and Conclusions of estoppel be affirmed, first highlights 
the standard of review, second, the existence of estoppel and the 
elements thereof, and thirdly, an application of the record to the 
elements. 
A. STANDARD OF REVIEW 
As of January, 1987, the new provisions of Utah Rules of 
Civil Procedure 52(a) govern all actions pending. The rule 
provides as follows: 
[F]indings of fact, whether based on oral or 
documentory evidence, shall not be set aside 
unless clearly erroneous, and due regard 
shall be given to the opportunity of the 
trial court to judge the credibility of the 
wi tnesses . 
Prior to the Rule amendments, and subsequent thereto recent 
supreme court cases expressed quidelines or standards of review on 
the issue of estoppel which have not been overturned. In Ross , 
the court stated that the court would not overturn the trial court 
unless the evidence clearly preponderates against the findings. 
Ross vs. Ross, 592 P.2d 600, 602 (Utah 1979). In Hunter, the 
court stated that it was not bound to substitute its judgment for 
that of the trial court and because of the trial courts advantaged 
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position the Supreme Court gives considerable deference to its 
findings and judgment. Hunter vs. Hunter, 669 P.2d 430 (Utah 
1983). In Hansen, the Court of Appeals stated that Rule 52 now 
explicitely authorized the court to look beyond the written 
findings of fact to the trial record..*. Hansen vs. Hansen, 57 
Utah Adv. Rep. 37 (Utah Ap. 1987). 
B. A PERSON CAN BE ESTOPPED TO COLLECT REIMBURSEMENT FOR CHILD 
SUPPORT 
Appellant confuses two aspects of child support, namely; 
current and future support versus past due support. Child support 
money is compensation to a spouse for the support of the minor 
children. Anderson vs. Anderson, 172 P.2d 135 (Utah 1946). 
Wasescha vs. Wasescha, 548 P.2d 895 (Utah 1976). Installments of 
support money vest as they become due. Adams vs. Adams, 593 P.2d 
147 (Utah 1979). Child support is logically past due once it 
vests, and it remains unpaid. The person supplying the past due 
child support not the child, has the right to the past due support 
money. Stanton vs . Stanton, 93S. ct . 1373, 421 U.S. 7 (1975), 
citing with approval, Larsen vs. Larsen, 300 P.2d 596 (Utah 1956). 
HUNTER VS. HUNTER, id. 
The Utah Supreme Court has consistently and repeatedly held 
that a parent can because of equitable estoppel be barred from 
reimbursement or recovery of past due child support. The court 
has also repeatedly defined the differences between its holdings 
that current or future child support can not be bartered versus 
its holdings that estoppel may bar a person from recovery for past 
support. The stated as follows: 
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[S]upport money can fall into two separate 
catagories: First, the current and ongoing 
right of a child to receive support money from 
his father (parent); and second, the right to 
receive reimbursement for support of a child 
after that has been done. As to the second, 
suppose a father (parent) fails over a period 
of time to furnish support of the child, and 
the mother, or someone else, furnishes it. 
That person then has the right to claim 
reimbursement from the parent, the same as 
any other past debt. This right of reimbursement 
belongs to whoever furnished the support; 
and it is subject to negotiation, settlement, 
satisfaction or discharge in the same manner 
as any other debt. 
Bags vs. Anderson, 528 P.2d 141 (Utah 1974). 
Recently the Utah Supreme Court further defined the defense 
as follows: 
Estoppel... is a doctorine which precludes parties 
from asserting their rights where their actions 
or conduct render it inequitable to allow them 
to assert those rights...the doctorine of estoppel 
has application when one, buy his acts, 
representations, or conduct, or by his silence 
when he ought to speak, induces another to believe 
certain facts exist and such other relies thereon 
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to his detriment. Hunter , 669 P.2d at 430, 
The Supreme Court of Utah has consistently upheld the validity 
of equitable estoppel. The Hills case held that parties can not 
by agreement terminate their parental rights and that parental 
rights cannot be terminated without a hearing. Appellant Ts 
citation of Hills as authority that the doctorine of estoppel has 
been overturned must be a mistake because no one could in good 
faith argue that this was the holding of the case. See, Hills v. 
Hills, 638 P2d 516 (Utah 1981), Ross, 592 P.2d at 600, French vs. 
Johnson, 401 P.2d 315 (Utah 1965), Wasescha vs. Wasescha, 548 P.2d 
895 (Utah 1976), Adams, 593 P.2d at 147. 
C. ELEMENTS OF ESTOPPEL. 
The doctorine of estoppel consists of four elements. Estoppel 
is applied on a case by case basis with the trial court looking at 
what is equitable under the circumstances. Larsen, 300 P.2d at 
598. First, estoppel requires that there be implied or express 
representations, conduct, actions or omissions by the party 
against whom the doctorine is asserted.. Second, estoppel requires 
that there be reasonable reliance upon the first element. Third, 
estoppel reguires that there be a change or substantial change in 
position. Fourth, estoppel requires that there be detriment. 
Larsen, id., Bags, id., Adams, id., Hunter, id., Ross, id., 
French, id., Wasescha, id., 
(1) First Element 
Appellant tries to group the facts of this case with cases 
construing the first element of estoppel which all have the common 
facts situation that the first element of estoppel is not met 
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because of f! mere s i lenceTT on the part of the barred party, id. , 
Appellant was not silent. She told the respondent that she wanted 
to sell the real property and that he would thereafter pay her 
$120 per month in child support and the prior mortagage payment of 
$320 per month was not due her as child support. ( B-12) The 
representations were made repeatedly during April, May, June and 
July, 1979.( B-15,16,17). The parties prior to selling their home 
had reached an oral agreement concerning child support and 
insurance. (B-18) The appellant memorialized her representations to 
respondent by drafting , typing and signing a document titled" 
Revised Child Support Agreement" which provided in part that: 
1. Robert will continue to pay Carol $120 per month 
for child support with an added inflation adjustment 
as follows: in Janurary of each year, the monthly 
payment will increase by $10, ie, beginning Janurary 
1981, monthly payments will be $130; beginning 
Janurary 1982, monthly payments will be $140, ect. 
( Ex.P-6, B-22,23 and M-1,31,32, same exhibit but referred 
to by depo. id. number) 
This written representation is consistent with appellants oral 
representations. There are numerous additional documents in 
evidence which bolster and prove respondents testimoney. 
A letter from appellant to respondent written shortly after 
her move to Utah expressly refers to and restates her oral 
representations concerning child support. ( E x . P - 8 ) . 
Contemporaneous representations concerning insurance are refered 
to by appellant in her letter dated 9-1-82. (Ex. P-12). Appellant 
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discusses child support in a letter of 12-15-82 which letter by 
its content implies that child support is just fine as is.(Ex.P-
13) Other documents are relevant because by there content and date 
bolster and lend weight to respondents veracity. ( see, Ex. P-7, 
proposals from which she drafted the revised agreement, B-24,25 
and Ex.P-5, document dated June 1979 used to show app. his loses 
if the home were sold, B-35-37) 
Appellant by her conduct and representations prevented the 
respondent from taking the divorce to court. Respondent in June of 
1979, asked appellant to take their agreement to court. She did 
not want to go back to court because she was in a hurry to sell 
the house, move and enroll in Sept. classes. (B-17,18) ( M- 42) 
Appellant seeks to use this very conduct to her advantage by 
claiming that because a court did not approve and render an order 
encompasing her oral and written representations she has the right 
to child support arreages. In addition, after luring the 
respondent away from the doors of court, the appellant had at the 
minimum a moral duty to speak-up and object to the years of 
support which she received and endorsed. French, 401 P2d at 315 ( 
mere silence may be enough if there was a moral duty to speak) 
Acquiescence can depending on the circumstance fullfil the 
first element of estoppel. Zeese v. Estate of Seigle, 534 P 2d 
85,89 (Utah 1975) There is no question that respondent acquiesed 
in the change of support. It was her idea to move. (B-12, M-27) 
She accepted all the checks as agreed from 1979 through June 
1985.( A- 5, 6,) Appellant intentionally acquiesed in the 
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support amount of $120 because she had $13,000 in her pocket.( M-
41, L-10-25). 
(2) Second Element 
The second element of estoppel, reasonable reliance, is 
supported by the record. The test for reasonable reliance was 
given in Big Butte Ranch Inc. v. Holm, 570 P2d 690 (Utah 1977). 
"The test of estoppel is objective in nature as to what a 
reasonable person, under the circumstance, might conclude." Under 
this test, it was reasonable for the respondent to rely upon the 
representations and conduct described above. A reasonable person 
would believe the terms of their seperation agreement and divorce 
decree which provided that the parties could by agreement change 
child support. (R-21) A reasonable person would believe that a 
paragraph incorporated into a divorce decree by a court of law 
would be legal. A reasonable person, faced with the fact that his 
x-spouse wanted to sell the home and that neither the seperation 
agreement of the parties nor the decree of divorce of the parties 
made provision for the sale of the home or provision for the 
question of what happens to the $320 per month mortgage payment 
when the home is sold, would have relied on a p p e l l a n t s 
representations and her conduct of luring him away from court. A 
reasonable person would avoid court. A reasonable person 
considering the authority found within the seperation agreement 
and the decree would believe that he could rely upon the terms of 
the revised support agreement of the parties. A reasonable person 
under the circumstances would have believed appellant. Finally a 
reasonable person would have believed his children on the sum of 
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$120 per month were adequately supported because appellant had 
$13,000 dollars in her pocket(M-41,L-8-16), she was going to 
reside with her mother in Utah where the children had shelter (B-
14,15,17), insurance had been provided for ( B-18,Ex. P-6) and 
appellant was educated and had a history of employment. (M-21-23). 
Finally a reasonable person would rely on representations and 
conduct which from June 1979 through June 1985 had been honored. 
(3) Third Element 
Respondents position in life, due to the representations of 
appellant and his agreements with appellant, substantially 
changed. First, he had liberal rights of visitat ion.(R-6) He by 
relying upon appellant gave up his visitation. Second, he by 
relying upon appellant gave up his desire and right to go to court 
in Colo, and obtain an order legitimizing the child support dollar 
amount.(B-17,18,M-42) Third, he by relying on appellant gave up a 
piece of real property which was building eguity ie. an 
investment.(Ex.P-5,B-36,37) Fourth, he by relying on appellant 
changed his expectation that his children would continue to live 
in the home.( B-35 ) Fifth, he gave up a $408 dollar per month or 
$3600.00 dollar per year for fifteen years benefit which he 
enjoyed in the real property. ( B-36,37, Ex. P - 5 ) . Appellant makes 
light of respondents calculations; however, appellant has done 
nothing to descredit the accuracy of the numbers. More 
importantly, every landowner and many others who wish they owened 
land know that house payments which are mostly interest are tax 
deductable. Respondent did not fictionalize that he lost a 
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considerable sum by selling the house. It is clear that his 
position in life thereon has substantially changed. 
(4) Fourth Element 
Detriment is a change of positions to a worse position. It 
has been broadly defined as injury, prejudice,loss or an action 
not to ones benefit. 28 Am.Jur,Estoppel&Waiver§ 78. Every position 
of respondent just mentioned in discussion of element three of 
estoppel was a change for the worse. The most obvious detriment to 
respondent is the great injustice and hardship caused to 
respondent if appellant is permitted to enforce back installments 
of child support as prayed. The Utah Supreme Court in Larsen, 
emphasized this detriment. Larsen, 300 P2d at 598. In addition, 
respondent gave up his right to go to court in a timely manner a 
change of position which was and still is extremely detrimental to 
respondent. 
D. THE LOWER COURT MAY PROPERLY IN ITS DISCRETION CONSIDER THE 
PARTIES AGREEMENT, AND THIS DOES NOT MEAN THAT IT HAS GIVEN 
SAID AGREEMENT FURTURE APPLICATION. 
Appellant in her issues one and three implies that a trial 
court cannot properly consider agreements of the parties in its 
scrutiny of the equities of the case as it relates to the claim of 
estoppel. Astonishingly, appellant goes on at issue three to argue 
that the trial court found, concluded and ordered that the 
"revised child support agreement" signed and executed by the 
parties was given future effect. 
The Supreme Court of Utah has expressly recognized that 
agreements of the parties may result in estoppel.In Larsen, the 
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parties reached an agreement concerning future child support 
before and while the x- husband was on a mission. The court said 
these facts were sufficent for estoppel, and it remanded the case. 
Larsen, id. In Bags, the court said reimbursement is subject to 
negotiation, settlement or satisfaction. Bogs, id. In Hunter, 
French, Ross, Wasescha and Adams, the court said representat ions 
are an element of estoppel. 
The trial court did not give the "Revised Child Support 
Agreement" prospective or future application. The trial court in 
its oral ruling, its findings and conclusions, estopped appellant 
from collecting arrearages. The court clearly said, "The evidence 
was clear that the action from the testimony presented and from 
the modification agreement that the intention was that she would 
only collect a hundred twenty a month. He would allow her to sell 
the house. He relied on that. An I think she was estopped from 
collecting back child support. However, I donTt think estoppel 
applies to future payments.... you can't waive future payment, 
really. They are not her right to waive. They belong to the 
chi ldren" . Appellant sought to enforce her rights of 
reimbursement. Appellant fs case looked backward in time. When 
seeking past due support, appellant rests on her own rights, and 
her own limitations. 
Respondent has quoted Bags and cited this court to the cases 
explaining the differences between the prohibition against future 
bartering of support versus estoppel of reimbursement rights. In 
order to avoid repetition, respondent incorporates these cases and 
his arguments herein. 
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2. THE LOWER COURT FAILED TO FOLLOW STATUTORY FACTORS REQUIRED IN 
SUPPORT DOLLAR CALCULATIONS. 
In making the reduction of support the trial court did not 
comply with Utah Code Ann. 78-45-7(2) which sets forth the factors 
a court must consider: 
1. The standard of living and situation of the parties. 
2. the relative wealth and income of the parties; 
3. the ability of the obligor to earn; 
4. the ability of the obligee to earn; 
5. the need of the obligee; 
6. the age of the parties 
7. the responsibility of the obligor for the support of 
others. Ebert v. Ebert, 69 Utah Adv. Rep.41 (Utah Ap.1987) 
A. IN THE ABSENCE OF EVIDENCE OF A P P E L L A N T S INCOME AND NEED THE 
THE SUPPORT AMOUNT STATED IN THE PARTIES WRITTEN SUPPORT 
SHOULD HAVE BEEN ADOPTED. 
The court heard evidence from the respondent as to his income 
and his ability to earn. ( A -8, 9, 10 & 11 ) No evidence was 
presented on the other factors of support. Respondent contends 
that the support reduction should according to the evidence of 
respondents employment been deeper, in addition, the revised 
child support agreement terms should have served as guidance to 
the court on the issues of the need of the children, need of the 
obligee and obligor and their ability to pay.The parties when 
drafting their agreement knew of each others standard of living, 
earnings, ability to earn and the need and age of the parties. 
The trial court, at the time of hearing on reduction should have 
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followed the holding of Ca11i s t e r, and utilized the agreement as a 
recommendation and evidence to lower support as the parties had 
agreed and done for six years. Callister vs. Callister, 261 P.2d 
944 (Utah 1953) Huck vs. Huck, 734 P.2d 417,419 (Utah 1986). 
B. FULL FAITH AND CREDIT REQUIRE THE COURT HONOR THE PARTIES 
"REVISED CHILD SUPPORT AGREEMENT". 
Secondly, the foriegn decree permitted the parties to amend 
in writing signed by both parties.(R-6,21) This they did. The 
facts of this case differ from the cases holding that parties may 
not by stipulation and decree terminate parental rights nor by 
their pre-nuptial agreement barter future child support, (see, 
Hills v Hi 1 Is , id and Huck V. Huck , id. ) In this ease, there is a 
foriegn decree. Utah courts give it Full Faith and Credit the same 
as if it were a Utah judgment and under a presumption that the 
sister state laws are like Utah laws. Bags 528 at 142. 
The rationale for not permitting parties to barter with 
respect to child support is based on court control. The courts 
recognize that people make agreements, but the court insists on 
control of the rights of the minor child. Pr i ce, 289 P.2d at 
1044. By phrasing the Colo, decree as it did the Colo, court 
exercised control over the parties. The court in Colo, did not 
need to permit the parties the option to modify the terms of their 
separation and divorce by written instrument. It chose to do so. 
With all due respect to the parties, their single attorney and the 
Colo, court, the decree was either terribly sloppy and carelessly 
worded or it was intentionally designed to permit future 
modification by the parties because the court had not made future 
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provision for the sale of the home or provided guidance as to what 
the parties should do with the $320.00 per month mortgage payment 
after sale of the home. Respondenct insists the Colo, court 
should be endowed with wisdom. The the written agreement would not 
violate the policy reasons set forth in Pri ce, and it would insure 
Full Faith and Credit. U.S. Const. Art. 4 § 1 
CONCLUSION 
The lower court heard the testimoney, observed the parties, 
received written evidence and judged the credibility of the 
witnesses. The court scrutinized the unique individual facts of 
this case, weighed the equities and made an equitable decision 
which is fully supported by the record. The Findings, Conclusions 
and Order whereby appellant was estopped to obtain a judgment on 
her right to child support reimbursement should be affirmed. 
On Cross-Appeal, the appellate court should either reduce the 
child support order or remand the case for the same. On the record 
the award is in error. Respondent was unemployed, and appellant 
had no showing of need or earnings. Their agreement terms for 
support of $170 per month plus $10 per year increases should have 
been used as a gap-filler. The parties conduct and their agreement 
were evidence of the obligee's need and ability to earn. Finally, 
the parties written agreement because it was drafted in accordance 
with the foriegn decree should be given Full Faith And Credit. 
Dated Janurary 19, 1988 
^^/$&*u: * 
David J. Berceau 
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January 4, 1979 
^N 
Robert, 
I received your letter and check today. Thanks for 
sending it, but I thought our agreement was that the checks were 
going to be $200 per month after the end of 1979? If you are just 
going to send the $120 in 1980, I will, naturally, plan on taking 
the girls as deductions. 
Also in the line of money, theyJjosAirance for the 
^irls for this semester is the same as last -/ $45] - and I will plan 
on your reimhnryment for that. I did buy ttfem"a Mr. Mouth game 
for you forf$10j[ and also, I took Dacy to the dentist today -
she had two ca^ d-tigs (at $18 per filling) plus the $14* office 
charge came to^50.j Since I am handling the doctor bills, I 
believe you shouXcT De taking care of the dentist bills. Gina 
wouldn't let them look in her mouth, so she will be going back 
later -- after she becomes accustomed to the office and the 
people. I am going to take her with me when I go to have my 
teeth cleaned so she can watch. 
Your plans for visit sound ok. We'll pick you up 
at the station. See you then . . and bring your checkbook! 
Carol 
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ADDENDUM-4 
REVISED CHILD SUPPORT AGREEMENT 
IT IS HEREBY AGREED between these two parties, 
Carol Seiler Blackburn and Robert Farris Blackburn, Jr., in 
regards to their divorce decree and separation agreement 
dated December 18, 1978, that the following changes be made: 
1. Robert will continue to pay Carol $120 per 
month for child support with an added inflation adjustment 
as follows: in January of each year, the monthly payment will 
increase by $10, ie, beginning January 1981, monthly payments 
will be $130; beginning January 1982, monthly payments will be 
$140, etc. 
2. Robert will pay all travel expenses of the 
children and hinself associated with his reasonable and liberal 
visitation rights. 
3. Carol will take income tax deductions for the 
children so long as Robert is paying less than the .IRS guide-
lines for monthly child support for qualifying exemptions. 
4. Carol will purchase medical insurance for the 
children on a group plan and Robert will reimburse Carol for 
the cost difference (if any) between single and family rates. 
5. Robert will continue to reimburse Carol for 
all the children!s medical and dental bills (except orthodontia) 
Carol will continue to pay for all medicines for the children. 
November 13, 1980 
DATE " " CAROL SEILER BLACKBURN 
; ^ ^ 
ROBERT FARRIS BLACKBURN, JR. 
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1979 Support Checks 
Date 
Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 
Apr. 
May 
June 20 
July 17 
Check No. Amount 
15 
14 
17 
14 
17 
3 
5 
Aug. 
Sept 
Sept 10 
Oct. 4 
Nov. 1 
Dec. 1 
136 
151 
173 
188 
204 
223 
243 
253 
267 
268 
280 
290 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
303 S.D. 
$115 
116 
120 
120 
120 
120 
120 
120 
314.91 
165 
120 
120 
120 
Description 
-$5=i faucet repair (319.02) 
-$4=| garage opener repair (319.02) 
(319.02) 
(319.02) 
(319.02) 
(320.10) 
(320.10) 
(320.10) 
House escrow 
120 + 45 Medical insurance 
Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 
May 
May 
19 
22 
3 
16 
23 
July 11 
July 14 
Dec. 14 
137 
157 
163 
200 
208 
239 
241 
311 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
$ 14 
15 
18 
13 
13 
99 
84 
16.39 
24 
James Norwood DDS Dacy dental 
William De Lano MD Gina check-up 
Gina cold, flu 
" Gina check ear 
" Dacy check ear 
Wards Dacy Bicycle 
Sears Kids pictures 
Master Charge Kids phones, candy, paints 
1980 Support Checks 
Date 
Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 
Apr. 
May 
June 
July 
Aug. 
Sept. 
Oct. 
Nov. 
Dec. 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
5 
4 
Check No, 
318 
332 
347 
357 
367 
378 
389 
401 
407 
415 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
D. 
425 S.D. 
433 S.D. 
Amount Description 
$120 
120 
120 
120 
165 
182 
120 
120 
120 + 45 Medical insurance 
120 + 62 Medical 
254.80 120+58Travel+53Insurance+ 23.80 Dacy Medical 
120 
147 l?0 + 27 Dental 
140 120 + 20 for gifts 
Jan. 11 323 S.D. $105 45 Insurance +10 Mr. Mouth game + 50 Dental 
2 PLAINTIFF'S 
i EXHIBIT 
1981 Support 
Date 
Jan. 2 
Feb. 1 
Mar. 1 
April 1 
May 4 
May 14 
June 20 
July 16 
Aug. 14 
Sept 19 
Oct. 25 
Nov. 16 
Dec. 14 
Chec 
440 
101 
107 
116 
121 
123 
132 
138 
144 
151 
160 
170 
173 
1982 Support 
Date 
Jan. 20 
Feb. 18 
Mar. 15 
Apr. 15 
May 16 
June 20 
July 16 
Aug. 15 
Sept 17 
Oct. 16 
Nov. 12 
Dec. 1 
Dec. 5 
July 82 
Mar. 8 
Mar. 21 
July 4 
Nov. 6 
Ch 
;k 
S. 
C 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
Ch 
Check 
179 
185 
192 
202 
206 
218 
229 
239 
246 
255 
259 
263 
264 
-
191 
196 
227 
258 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
G 
c 
c 
c 
G 
C 
C 
C 
ecks 
No. 
D. 
ecks 
No. 
ADDENDUM -6 
Amount 
$130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
45 
130 
168 
199 
168 
178 
168 
168 
Amount 
$178 
206 
200 
2 58 
178 
178 
268 
178 
178 
178 
178 
198 
$ 30 
90 
51. 
31. 
11. 
18. 
60 
60 
00 
90 
Description 
Kids insurance (I estimated) 
130 + 38 Insurance 
130 + 3 8 + 3 1 
130 + 38 
130 + 3 8 + 1 0 
130 + 38 
130 + 38 
Description 
Ins.(-$7 from May) 
Dacy gift 
140 + 38 Insurance 
140 + 3 8 + 2 8 
140 + 3 8 + 2 2 
140 + 3 8 + 8 0 
140 + 38 
140 + 38 
140 + 3 8 + 9 0 
140 + 38 
140 + 38 
140 + 38 
140 + 38 
140 + 3 8 + 2 0 
Dental 
Extra 
Gina's bicycle 
Kids i trip 
Christmas gifts 
Procter & Gamble Attends briefs 
Kids airline tickets 
John A. Gerritsen DDS Kids denta 
M 
If 
»• 
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1983 Support Checks 
Date 
Jan. 18 
Feb. I? 
Mar. 16 
Apr. 18 
May 18 
June 15 
July 15 
Aug. 17 
Sept 19 
Oct. 17 
Nov. 18 
Dec. 14 
June 15 
July 2 
July 15 
July 30 
Nov. 3 
Check No. Amount Description 
277 
286 
294 
297 
305 
311 
314 
321 
325 
332 
337 
342 
310 
313 
319 
336 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
$150 
150 
150 
150 
150 
150 
150 
150 
150 
150 
150 
130 
$376 
16 
200 
1.25 
18 
150 + 30 Kids gifts 
Kids airline tickets 
John A. Gerritsen DDS Kids dental 
Kids vacation + scuba 
Trix Rabbit Magnets 
Gerritsen DDS Gina sealants 
1984 Support Checks 
Date 
Jan. 11 
Feb. 19 
Mar. 19 
Apr. 17 
June 19 
July 19 
Aug. 18 
Aug. 19 
Sept 20 
Oct. 19 
Nov. 16 
Dec. 10 
Dec. 14 
Check No. Amount Description 
343 
345 
346 
348 
105 
112 
121 
122 
133 
144 
152 
159 
162 
$160 
160 
160 
320 
160 
160 
160 
160 
160 
160 
160 
18, 
160 
April + May support 
Carol says she lost it! 
To replace lost #105 
85 Gina medical - Carol didn't cash 
May 9 
Aug. 27 
Sept 10 
Oct. 8 
350 c 
127 u 
132 u 
138 U 
Oct. 13 141 U 
$229 John A Gerritsen DDS - Kids dental 
528.75 Ortho - Kids beds 
44.30 Sears - Kids bed sheets 
114.61 Penneys - Kids mattress pads, clothes 
2.00 Duncan Toy Co. - Kids toys 
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1985 Support Checks 
Date 
Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 
Apr. 
May-
June 
July 
Aug. 
Sept 
Oct. 
Nov. 
Dec. 
Jan. 
Jan. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Check No. Amount 
17 
m-
14 
19 
17 
20 
167 U 
172 U 
7 164 U 
7 165 U 
2 170 U 
7 171 U 
$170 
170 
170 
170 
170 
170 
Description 
Planned future 
$123.25 Sears - Kids toys 
97.68 Penneys - Kids clothes 
162 John A. Gerritsen DDS Kids dental 
69.83 Penneys - Kids clothes ($23. for Robert) 
ADDENDUM-7 
March 6, 1985 
THE COURT: Well, for the record, Robert Farris 
Blackburn verses Carol J. Blackburn Moyes, C-84-4490. 
I think based upon the testimony that's presented, 
the exhibits that have been introduced into evidence, I'm going 
to make three conclusions here. 
The first conclusion relates to the documents themselves. 
I think it was the intention of the Judge in Colorado to provide 
for a child support payment in the amount of $440 per month. 
I think the separation agreement was unclear and therefore 
when he entered the decree, this oaragraph was added to indicate 
that the payment would be $440 per month. And that's whether 
the house was sold or not. So I'm concluding the documents 
require the Defendant to pay $440 per month as child support, 
whether the house sold or not. 
Second conclusion that I make is that she is estopped 
from collecting back child support. I think the evidence is 
clear that the action from the testimony presented and from 
the modification agreement that the intention was that she 
would only collect a hundred twenty a month. He would allow 
her to sell the house. He relied on that. And I think she was 
estopped from collecting the back child support. However, 
I don't think estoppel applies to future payments. I think he 
can't be estopped from —- you can't waive future payments, really. 
They are not her right to waive. They belong to the children. And 
5 
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therefore she's not estopped from collecting the $440 in the future. 
And my conclusion therefore is although I'm going to deny the 
request for any judgement, his obligation to begin with the 
March payment will be $440 per month. 
As to the back amounts due for medical insurance, 
Life insurance and so forth, I can't award any judgement for 
those. There really wasn't any testimony as to how much they 
were. However, again in the future he will be required, to comply 
with the terms of the revised child support agreement in those 
respects in that Carol purchase medical insurance for the 
children on a group plan and he will reimburse her for the single 
and family rate, and he also reimburse her for all the children's 
medical and dental bills that aren't insured with the exception 
of orthodonture. In accordance with the original agreement he 
will also provide a Life insurance policy on his life with 
$10,000 with the children as beneficiaries. 
With him paying $440 per month child support, I would 
take it that under paragraph throe of the revised child support 
payment, that gives him the right to take then as tax deductions, 
and he'll have the right to do that. 
Under the circumstances, I'm not going to award 
attorney fees to either party. 
Did that cover all the issues? 
MR. MCPHIE: On the visitation Order, Your Honor, we 
would .— one think we'd like is an Order concerning notice on the 
ADDENDUM-7 
summer visitation. I don't think that we had anything on that. 
THE COURT: Ail right. He can take any four weeks 
that he wants. He's got to give her notice, I think, though — 
I mean for that in one block in the absence of an agreement. He 
can't take a week here and a week here. Four weeks, and -'he'll" 
have to give her notice of when he wants that time period by 
April the 15th, 
MR. BERCEAU: Your Honor, may I ask with respect to 
the $440 per month in the future, is the Court ruling in the 
future that the support will be 440 or saying that the decree 
at 440 will stand? I mean, we had talked prior to this, to this 
court hearing that we werenft goirxg to te estopped in the future 
to seek a reduction. 
TOE COURT: Oh, certainly. If there's a material 
change of circumstance, you can certainly seek your reduction. 
They can seek an increase. 
MR. BERCEAU: I just wanted to know if the Court was 
stopping us in the future. 
THE COURT: No. No. I'm saying that the decree provides 
for $440 per month. That certainly can be revised under ordinary 
principles. I think we should have just one order which incorporates 
all of the issues, both as to visitation and as to child support. 
Which of you wants to draw — seeing-no volunteers — 
MR. BERCEAU: Your Honor, I would volunteer to draw 
it up, but I would also ask the court for purposes if there is 
ROBERT P . BLACKBURN, JR.. a MBIT 
EDUCATION 
Mapleton High School, Denver, Colorado: Graduated 1965, Valedictorian. 
Colorado State University, Fort Collins, Colorado: Bachelor of Science 
Degree in Mechanical Engineering with High Distinction, June 1969• 
j 
June 1966 
to 
Sept. 1966 
June 1967 
to 
Sept. 196? 
June 1968 
to 
Sept. 1968 
June 1969 
to 
Sept. 1969 
Oct. 1969 
to 
April 1Q?2 
Sept. 1973 
to 
March 1975 
March 1975 
to 
July 197^ 
SUMMARY OF WORK EXPERIENCE 
JEWELRY SALES COMPANY Denver, CO 
Stock Clerk. Quit to return to school at the end of the 
summer. 
Under contract to HONEYWELL INC. Denver, CO 
Draftsman. (Western Design Inc.) Quit to return to school 
at the end of the summer. 
IBM Boulder, CO 
Student Associate Engineer. Quit to return to school at 
the end of the summer. 
WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC CORPORATION Pittsburgh, PA 
Graduate Trainee. Training assignments in several cities. 
Left to work at Tampa. 
WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC CORPORATION Tampa," FL 
Engineer. Quit to return to Denver and because of growing 
problems at Nuclear Steam Division;•plant closed; all steam 
generators are now made in Japan. 
Under contract to MANVILLE CORPORATION Denver, CO 
Senior Designer. (General Devices Inc.) Quit to go to next 
job for more money. 
STONE & WEBSTER ENGINEERING CORPORATION Denver, CO 
Engineer. Quit because I hated the job. Looked for other 
jobs several times during 4-year period. Mechanical group \ 
had about 95$ turnover of personnel. S&W continually could 
not obtain projects and eventually laid off half the empolyees, 
August 1981 Under contract to MORRISON-KNUDSEN COMPANY Boise, ID 
to - Staff Specialist. (General Devices Inc.) Cut-back on oil 
Nov. 1981 shale funding caused assignment to end. 
May 1982 Under contract to IBM Boulder, CO 
to Senior Designer. (Strom Engineering) Specified 6-month 
Nov. 1982 assignment ended. 
Dec. 1983 
to 
April 1Q84 
Under contract to PULLMAN-HIGGINS Seabrook, NH 
Field Engineer. (Omni International Inc.) Assignment ended} 
plant shut down; five thousand people laid off. 
March 1985 
l.-..'>- to: 
Under contract to,FORD, BACON & DAVIS Salt Lake City; UT,; 
Area Mechanical Engineer. (TAD Technical Services Corp.) 
July 1985 Specified 4-month assignment was ending. Quit to have 
summer visitation with my children. 
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ROBERT F. BLACKBURN, JR. 
6928 Well Spring Road #8W 
Midvale, Utah 840^7 
(801) 255-3^ -62 
EDUCATION 
Mapleton High School, Denver, Colorado: Graduated 1965, Valedictorian. 
Colorado State University, Fort Collins, Colorado: Bachelor of Science 
Degree in Mechanical Engineering with High Distinction, June 1969. 
SUMMARY OF WORK EXPERIENCE 
Over 15 years of mechanical engineering and design experience in piping, 
HVAC, and heat exchangers for hydroelectric, coal, and nuclear powered 
electric generating plants, and for manufacturing plants and other 
industrial facilities. I also have experience in industrial ventilation, 
dust control, fire protection, plant layout, material handling, and^  
Fortran computer programming. My responsibilities included developing 
proposals, estimating costs, providing economic justifications, and 
writing and presenting reports. 
EMPLOYMENT RECORD 
March 1985 Under contract to FORD, BACON & DAVIS Salt Lake City, UT 
to Area Mechanical Engineer. Coordinating between disciplines 
July 1985 and with client representatives for piping, HVAC, and 
mechanical equipment arrangement for several manufacturing 
buildings. Also worked on flow sheets, pipe sizing 
calculations, pipe class and material specifications, and 
guided piping designers and draftsmen. 
Dec. 1983 Under contract to PULLMAN-HIGGINS Seabrook, NH 
to Field Engineer. Troubleshooting of piping and pipe support 
April 1984 field construction problems. Requisitioned materials, 
monitored construction progress, inspected welds, verified 
installed pipe locations, and expedited documentation 
required by the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code. 
Coordinated with engineering design group, craft foremen, 
pipe fitters, and welders to resolve field problems. 
May 1982 Under contract to IBM Boulder, CO 
to Senior Designer. Design, drafting, and cost estimating of 
Nov. 1982 HVAC, piping, and fire protection for manufacturing plant 
modifications and improvements. Also included the design' 
of exhaust hoods, exhaust duct systems, and safety shields 
for manufacturing machinery. 
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ROBERT F. BLACKBURN, JR. Page 2 
August 1981 Under contract to MORRTSON-KNUDSEN COMPANY Boise, ID 
to Staff Specialist. Engineering, design, and drafting of dust 
Nov. 1981 control systems and equipment for oil shale preparation 
facilities. Included work with crushers, conveyors, feeders, 
dust collectors, ductwork, and fans. 
March 1975 STONE & WEBSTER ENGINEERING CORPORATION Denver, CO 
to Engineer. Mechanical design, drafting, and engineering for 
July 1979 hydroelectric, coal, and nuclear powered electric generating 
plants and other industrial facilities. Completed some of 
the reports, proposals, estimates, calculations, specifica-
tions, purchase orders, flow diagrams, and drawings for 
mechanical portions of several projects. Worked on piping 
(pumps, valves, pipe classes, pressure losses), mechanical 
equipment layout, fire protection, HVAC (heat loads, fans, 
ductwork, psychrometrics), plumbing, coal handling, steam 
heating, electroststic precipitators, and ash slurry piping. 
Helped with manpower estimates and CPM schedules and 
participated in design meetings and client contract meetings. 
Also made field measurements and inspections, provided 
information and guidance for drafters, and resolved field 
problems during construction. 
Sept. 1973 Under contract to MANVILLE CORPORATION Denver, CO 
to Senior Designer. Design and drafting of air pollution control 
March 1975 equipment and industrial ventilation systems, including fans, 
dust collectors, fume and aerosol filter equipment, cooling 
chambers, and vacuum cleaning systems. Calculated duct sizes, 
air pressure drop, and fan drive belt and sheave sizes. 
Designed pneumatic and hydraulic operated dampers and 
associated linkages. Also performed some work with process ' 
flow charts and plant layout for material handling and ore 
separator equipment, including belt conveyors, bucket 
elevators, screw conveyors, and vibrating screens. 
Oct. 1969 WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC CORPORATION Tampa, FL 
to Engineer. Research and development of mechanical equipment 
April 1972 for electric generating plants. Performed calculations to 
determine heat exchanger shell and tube wall thicknesses and 
nozzle configurations using the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel 
Code and finite element stress analysis computer programs. 
Calculated tube side and shell side pressure losses and heat 
transfer performance involving two-phase flow. To analyze 
steam generator test model data I wrote three major Fortran IV 
computer programs. 
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June 1969 
to 
Sept. 1969 
WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC CORPORATION Pittsburgh, PA 
Graduate Training Program. Four-week training assignmenst as 
follows: Introduction to gear design and production at 
Buffalo Gearing Division, transportation vehicle and systems 
design at Forest Hills Transportation Division, structural 
and vibration design of aircraft radar components at Baltimore 
Aerospace Division, and Engineering Design School at Pittsburgh 
Education Center. 
June 1968 
to 
Sept. 1968 
June 1967 
to 
Sept. I967 
IBM Boulder, CO 
Student Associate Engineer. Computer tape drive component 
design and development. Most work was small mechanism 
design, including calculating cumulative tolerances, drafting, 
resolving dimensional problems with the machine shop, and 
lab testing of model shop prototypes. 
Under contract to HONEYWELL INC. Denver, CO 
Draftsman. Electrical and mechanical drafting of military 
electronic instruments. 
PERSONAL 
Born on October 9, 19^7 in Fort Collins, Colorado, 
years old, 6 ft, 190 lbs, divorced, two children. 
Excellent health, 38 
LICENSE 
Registered Professional Engineer in Colorado. 
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Summary of Income for Robert F. Blackburn Jr. and Summary of\ 
Child Support Payments Made to Carol Blackburn Moyes 
3 PLAINTIFFS 
EXHIBIT 
Year 
1972 
1973 
197^ 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
Adjusted Gross Actual Monthly 
• Annual Inc 
$ 4,494 
3.^85 
18,876 
16,096 
17.621 
19,294 
21,382 
14,119 
867 
12,156 
19,276 
1.473 
24,285 
ome Support Paymen 
-
Married June 1974 
(2) 
-
-
-
Divorced December 1978 
(4) $120 
120 
130 
140 
150 
160 
1985 15*782 170 
Notes: 
(1) Average Income Yearly Monthly 
3-year average 1983-1985 $13,8^7 $ 115^ 
6-year average 1980-1985 12,306 1026 
(2) Adjusted gross income for joint returns when married. 
(3) Support payments made every month of each year indicated, on or 
before the 20th of each month. Never missed a single month! 
(4) Does not include $4008 additional adjusted gross income on 
amended tax return for £ gain from sale of home. 
jffr ADDENDUM-11 
ROBERT BLACKBURN'S MONTHLY EXPENSES 
AS OF NOVEMBER 25, 1985 
RENT $416.00 
FOOD $200.00 
UTILITIES $100.00 
LAUNDRY $ 10.00 
CLOTHING $ 0.00 
MEDICAL $ 0.00 
INSURANCE $ 0.00 
INCIDENTALS $ 0.00 
TRANSPORTATION $100.00 
OTHER 
CREDITORS $ 0.00 
TOTAL EXPENSES 
PER MONTH $826.00 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that I delivered four briefs to 
attorney for appellant, David A. McPhie, at 3450 So. 
Highland Drive, Suite 301, Salt Lake City, Utah 84106, on 
ttlis
 // day of January, 1988. 
DAVID j/^BERCEAU 
